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Supply-side measures are cornerstone  
of contemporary drug control  
 Supply-side measures prioritized since inception of 
international drug control regime in 1909 
 Regulation inspired first conventions 
 Since 1950s equated with supply reduction 
 Goal is reducing use by reducing drug availability  
 Still absorb preponderant share of drug policy 
expenditures 
 12 of 15 EU countries devote more than 50% of their 
resources to enforcement and other supply-side measures 
In the EU, law enforcement targets 
cannabis, especially users 
Source: EMCDDA, 2014 
 1.2m drug offences were reported in EU in 2012, of 
which about 75% involved cannabis 
 
 
 
 
 
 18.5% of sentenced prisoners in EU were sentenced 
for drug offence  
 Cannabis also dominates EU seizures (80%) 
 
 
 
Total Cannabis Other 
Possession 993,000 775,000 (78%) 219,000 (22%) 
Supply 241,000 142,000 (59%) 99,000 (41%) 
Total 1,235,000 917,000 (74%) 318,000 (26%) 
Have the resources allotted to supply 
reduction been well spent?  
 Question straddles the realms of policy-makers and 
social, physical scientists 
 Inherently normative underpinnings 
 But, answer would be stronger if it were informed by empirical 
assessment 
 Key issue is policy effectiveness  
 
Effectiveness of supply-side measures  
is in doubt 
 Evidence suggests that drug availability is strong 
 Prices of major drugs have decreased in most western 
countries 
Europe has recorded long-term declines 
in heroin and cocaine prices… 
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Cocaine
Heroin
Heroin and cocaine retail prices in Europe , 1991-2012, in 2012 Euro 
Source: UNODC, 2014. 
…as has the US 
Cannabis prices fell, stabilized and fell again  
Source: White House, 2014. 
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Estimated price per gram of marijuana in the United States, 1991-2012, US$ 
Effectiveness of supply-side measures  
is in doubt 
 Evidence suggests that drug availability is strong 
 Prices of major drugs have decreased in most western 
countries 
 Despite unprecedented Western effort, opium poppy 
cultivation has boomed in Afghanistan since 2000 (+134%) 
 Current reductions in drug use seem to be related to 
other factors than supply-side measures 
Market changes further complicate 
supply reduction interventions 
 Shift from import of hashish to domestically produced 
marijuana in all western countries 
 Marijuana now accounts for majority of seizures in Europe 
 Growing use of “dark net” 
 “Silk Road” had $1.2 billion worth of total revenue 
from 2-5 years of operations 
 Growing availability of unregulated, sometimes very 
powerful, psychoactive substances sold on Internet 
 Number of new substances  detected (348) already exceeds 
number of substances controlled at international level (234) 
 
Examples of new psychoactive substances  
25I-NBOOMe, potent 
hallucinogen, sold as LSD  
AH-7921 , a synthetic opioid  
  
JWH-018,  
synthetic cannabinoid, 
marketed as Spice  
The paradox of supply-oriented policy 
 Contemporary supply-oriented policy seeks to improve 
human condition, through reductions in 
 production, trafficking, and consumption 
 But it can yield substantial adverse consequences, by 
 altering amount and distribution of income, corruption, and 
violence within and across countries 
 And, insomuch as it focuses on production and transit, 
appears to have little or no lasting effect on consumption 
 Examples: West Africa and Central America 
“An international treaty cannot be a suicide pact!” 
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2. 
“If Supply-Oriented Drug Policy is Broken, 
Can ‘Harm Reduction’ Help Fix It?”  
 Naïve response is, “yes!” 
 Less naïve response is, “maybe.” 
 
Challenges abound 
Vocabulary 
Politicization 
Methodology 
“Harm Reduction 
Means What I 
Choose it  
to Mean”* 
Problems of 
morality and 
subjectivity; 
infinitude 
and causality; 
quantification; 
incommensurability 
Back door to 
drug law reform? 
Other “Baggage” 
Science alone cannot resolve these issues 
* Wodak and Saunders, 1995. Title of paper. 
Harm reduction as criterion and goal 
offers advantages of breadth 
 Encourages evaluation of policy across broad spectrum  
of issues 
 E.g., income, corruption, violence, environment, human health 
 Supports notional cost-benefit analysis 
 Might address drug supply more constructively 
 E.g., “triumph of harm reduction” in New York (Zimring, 2011) 
 Might be able to anticipate unintended consequences  
of new policy measures 
Others have argued along similar lines (e.g., Caulkins, 
MacCoun, Reuter and UK Drug Policy Commission) 
Identify possible harms and bearers 
Rate 
severity 
of harm 
Establish causality of harm 
Rate 
incidence 
Prioritize harms 
of criminal 
activity 
of harm in 
relation to 
criminal activity 
Step 1: Assess harms associated with supply-side activities 
Step 2: Assess current and proposed policy measures 
Practical path forward:  
Harms and policy assessment 
Evaluate net 
consequences of 
current and 
alternative 
policies 
Compare net 
consequences to 
implementation costs 
for each policy 
Compare  
results across  
policy options 
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Approach 
marries 
principles of 
harm reduction 
with those of 
risk 
assessment 
and enables 
baseline 
“estimation” of 
harms for 
policy 
evaluation 
Harm assessment framework is publically 
available and in use* 
Identify possible harms and bearers 
(taxonomy) 
Rate 
severity 
of harm 
(scale) 
Establish causality of harm 
Rate 
incidence of 
criminal activity 
and of harm in 
relation to 
criminal activity 
(scale) 
Construct business model 
Prioritize harms 
(matrix) 
Evaluate severity and  
incidence of harm 
* Greenfield, V. and L. Paoli, 2013. A Framework  to Assess the Harms of Crimes, British J. of Criminology. 
Prioritization matrix combines 
severity and incidence scales 
Matrix of severity, incidence, and priorities 
SEVERITY INCIDENCE 
Always Persistently Occasionally Seldom Rarely 
Catastrophic H H H H/M M/H 
Grave H H H/M M/H M 
Serious H H/M M/H M L 
Moderate H/M M/H M L L 
Marginal M/H M L L L 
Source: authors based on Greenfield and Camm, 2005. 
Notes: H = Highest priority; M = Medium priority; L = Lowest priority; we use “non 
applicable” for harms that are irrelevant in a particular context. 
Matrix offers preliminary basis for addressing 
incommensurability, using quantitative and qualitative data 
First applications are promising* 
 Tested on cocaine trafficking and cannabis cultivation 
(and human trafficking) in Belgium and cocaine 
trafficking in The Netherlands 
 Findings are partially unexpected: 
 Harms of drug supply-side activities are lower in Belgium and 
Netherlands than often claimed 
 Only a small set of harms to individuals’ functional integrity and 
government’s reputation consistently score higher than low 
 Most supply-side harms arise from illegal status of drugs and 
enforcement practices 
 
 
* Paoli, L. et al. 2013. The Harms of Cocaine Trafficking. Journal of Drug Issues. 
Decorte, T. et al. 2014. Cannabis Production in Belgium. Gent: Academia Press. 
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Harm-based approach has merit 
 It presents opportunities for comprehensive—creative—
policy making 
 Whether harm reduction can speak more directly to 
policy goals depends on nature of goals 
 If “reduce supply,” then probably not 
 If “increase social welfare,” then perhaps yes 
• Latter requires clearer distinction between “supply-oriented 
measures” and “supply-reduction measures” 
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3. 
There are analogies  
 
 Crime control policy has largely been driven by moral 
values, emotions, and, at times, even panic 
 Has a general problem of effectiveness 
 Its main institution, imprisonment, is ineffective in achieving 
specific deterrence 
 Has paradoxical outcomes 
 Imprisonment has criminogenic effect (e.g., Nagin et al., 2009) 
 It also causes unintended harm to the prisoners’ communities 
(e.g., Clear, 2009) 
Harm is central to crime 
 Harm is main reason why most actions we now call 
“crimes” have been criminalized  
 Link to harm is obscured in penal codes 
 Most penal codes and sentencing policies reflect 
seriousness of offence (harm + offender’s culpability) 
 Some EU countries and U.S. states require severity of 
penalty to be proportionate to seriousness of offence  
But very few empirical attempts so far 
“Task of assessing seriousness of the offence is …  
as complex and problematic as it is unavoidable  
and fundamental” (Ashworth, 2006) 
Harm is increasingly relevant  
in crime control  
 Harm is increasingly proposed as benchmark to set up 
crime control priorities 
 Since 1970s Finland has pursued goal of reducing harms of 
crime and control policies 
 Growing relevance of “serious crime” in EU and TFEU’s and 
Europol SOCTA’s focus on “impact/harms” of crime 
 Many police forces already use self-made tools to assess 
harms of criminal activities and groups (Tusikov, 2012) 
 Great Recession has made us even more aware of need 
to allocate scarce resources efficiently 
These policy developments require  
criminologists to fulfill new tasks 
 To develop transparent and encompassing methods for 
assessing consequences of crimes and policies 
 Critical criminologists (e.g., Hillyard and Tombs, 2004) have 
proposed social harm concept  
 Victimologists have described impact of interpersonal crimes    
 Cost-of-crime literature (e.g., Cohen, 2005) requires quantification 
 To systematically research not only causes but also 
consequences of crime 
 Thus addressing criticisms “from the left and right” (Laub, 2004) 
 To evaluate policy goals in addition to interventions  
 
Ultimate goal is providing evidence for normative decisions 
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Backup Material 
 

Year of 
data 
Total 
expenditure 
(thousand €) 
% of GDP 
Law enforcement/ 
Supply reduction  
- % of total 
Treatment, 
prevention,  
social protection 
- % of total 
Belgium 2008 392,192 0.11 62  37.6 
Croatia 2010 82,746 0.21 76.1  19.4 
Cyprus 2012 11,463 0.06 72  10 
Czech Republic 2010 88,775 0.06 58.2  41.8 
Finland 2011 389,300 0.2  62.5  37.5 
France 2010 1,500,000 0.08  45  53 
Germany 2006 
5,193,899–
6,074299 
0.23-0.26  64.8-69.5  29.9-34.4 
Hungary 2007 n.a. 0.04  75.3  24.7 
Italy 2011 n.a. 0.25  49  51 
Latvia 2008 n.a. 0.01  35.5  61.3 
Luxembourg 2009 38,438 0.1  57  43  
Netherlands 2003 n.a 0,5 75  25  
Slovakia 2006 21.306 0.05  63.3  23.3  
Sweden 2002 n.a. 0.17-0.39 70-76 23.8-28.9 
UK 2010 8,436,189 0.49  64.9  34.3  
So
u
rc
e:
 E
M
C
D
D
A
, 2
0
1
4
. 
Drug expenditure in European countries 
Three types of supply-side measures  
• Domestic law 
enforcement 
– $9.4bn or 38.2% of US 
drug policy budget 
• Interdiction  
– $3.9bn or 15.9% 
• International  
– $1,9bn or 7.7% 
 
• Retail and wholesale 
trafficking 
 
 
• Smuggling 
 
• Production and trafficking 
outside national borders 
 
Type of interventions: Market level focused: 
Reported offences 
related to drug 
possession and use in 
Europe, 2012, by drug  
Reported offences 
related to drug supply 
in Europe, 2012, by drug  
Source: EMCDDA, 2014 
Drug law enforcement heavily impacts 
criminal justice system 
 18.5% of sentenced prisoners in EU were sentenced 
for a drug-law offence  
 In 11 out of 17 reporting European countries >50% of 
prisoners have past experience of drug use 
 20 to 40% of prisoners use drugs in prison 
 Mostly use cannabis, but 2 to 31% also inject  
 
Cannabis accounts for 80%  
of drug seizures in EU 
Source: EMCDDA, 2014 
Ecstasy 2% Amphetamine 
3% Heroin 4% 
Cocaine and 
crack 9% 
Cannabis plants 
4% 
Cannabis resin 
(Hashish)  28% 
Herbal cannabis 
(Marijuana)  
49% 
Meth- 
amphetamine 
1% 
LSD < 1% 
US has recorded dramatic long-term decline 
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Werb et al. 2014 
US has recorded dramatic long-term decline 
38 
Heroin prices in the US, 1981-2007 
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Taxonomy delineates types & bearers 
Source: Greenfield and Paoli (2013), drawing from von Hirsch and Jareborg (1991) and 
others. 
Notes: X = applicable; n/a = not applicable; 
* Functional integrity = Physical and psychological integrity; 
** Functional integrity = Operational integrity; 
*** Functional integrity = Physical, operational, and aesthetic integrity 
BEARER OF HARM 
Individuals 
Private-
Sector 
Entities 
Government 
Entities Environment 
TYPE OF HARM 
Functional integrity X* X** X** X*** 
Material interest X X X n/a 
Reputation X X X n/a 
Privacy X X X n/a 
